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382-001 Comment noted.

382-002 Comment noted.

382-003 Please see responses to Comments 394-003, 378-012, and 378-
001.

382-004 The description of the purpose and need for this project is
greatly expanded in Chapter 1 of the SDEIS.  A summary of the
transmission planning studies (Appendix H) is available upon
request.

382-005 BPA performed a regional system analysis that supported the
subject project.  These analyses are conducted through
computer simulation studies.  A summary of these studies is
available upon request (Appendix H).

BPA is considering other improvements in the area.  See
Section 1.7 of the SDEIS.

382-006 Comment noted.  Cost estimates for all the alternatives in the
SDEIS were updated to include mitigation cost estimates.  BPA is
committed to providing the appropriate level of mitigation as
required by King County’s Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Ordinance, Chapter 21A.24 of the King County Code.  Although
BPA as a federal government agency is not required to meet
these procedural requirements, it strives to meet or exceed local
development regulations’ substantive requirements wherever
possible.  As a result, BPA is working with King County as well as
Seattle Public Utilities and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in
developing a reasonable mitigation package that is acceptable to
all of these agencies’ needs.   Please also see response to
Comment 340-002.

382-007 Please see response to Comment 394-090.

382-002

382-001

382-003

382-004

382-005



C
hapter 2 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - D

EIS

2-157

382-006

382-007

382-010

382-009

382-008

382-008 The DEIS and SDEIS contained a cumulative impact analysis
that looked at the cumulative impacts of existing facilities
when added to the proposed project and any reasonable
foreseeable future actions.  BPA does not know whether a line
between Echo Lake Substation and Monroe Substation is
needed.  BPA’s system planners are constantly studying the
system, and only propose improvements to the system as they
are needed.  System planners have not determined that such a
line is needed, and therefore, it would not be considered to
be reasonable foreseeable at the present time.

382-009 The 50-foot road easement is a BPA standard for acquisition of a
road to be constructed along a 500-kV transmission line.  The
typical cross section of a 16-foot wide road with ditches is 36-
foot maximum with additional as may be required for cuts and
fills or curve widening.  Typically, a 16-foot wide road on the
type of terrain in the project area would not require more than
26 feet.

BPA will specify helicopter/sky crane tower erection within the
Cedar River Watershed to minimize impacts in the area.
Helicopter tower erection would also be used outside the
Watershed in those areas where access might impact wetlands.
Roads would still be necessary to allow access to most of the
tower sites that could be reached from uplands, for both
construction and maintenance activities.  However, no wetlands
would be filled to reach tower sites.

382-010 Comment noted. BPA has purchased or will fund the purchase of
land to offset those forestlands and wetlands that would be lost
due to the Proposed Action.  See response to Comment 340-
002.

382-011 Please see response to Comment 394-034 and Section 2.1.1.4 of
the SDEIS.

382-012 A SDEIS has been provided with more in-depth analysis of a
variety of issues raised during the comment period for the Draft
EIS.

382-013 When siting its transmission facilities, BPA avoids sensitive areas
such as wetlands where it can.  Where it cannot, these sensitive
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382-012

382-011

382-013

382-014

382-016

382-015

areas are spanned, and where they cannot be spanned, BPA
minimizes its impact to the extent that it can.  BPA has
determined that the Proposed Action would convert
approximately 14 acres of forested wetlands to scrub-shrub
wetlands.  No wetlands would be filled.  BPA is looking for ways
to mitigate for the wetland impacts; however, it proposes to use
part or all of the 352-acre parcel recently purchased from the
Trust for Public Land to mitigate for the conversion of forested
habitat to non-forest uses, as well as to mitigate for a portion of
wetland impacts associated with the Proposed Action.  See also
response to Comment 340-002 for information about
compensatory mitigation.

382-014 Comment noted.  BPA is aware that the City of Seattle intends to
reestablish some species of salmon in the Cedar River, above
Landsburg Dam, and that the Raging River has coho and
chinook salmon.  While additional road construction, clearing
activities and potential spills could adversely impact these fish
species, BPA would put in place mitigation measures to
minimize any impacts.  Additionally, BPA has written a biological
assessment (BA) on the Proposed Action that has concluded that
the Proposed Action may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect the chinook salmon (listed as threatened in the Puget
Sound area) and their designated habitat, and that it may impact,
but is not likely to adversely impact, the coho salmon (listed as a
candidate species, under the Endangered Species Act).

In January 2002, NMFS issued a letter to BPA concurring with its
effect determination of “may affect, but not likely to adversely
affect” for Puget Sound chinook and their designated critical
habitat; therefore, BPA has concluded informal consultation on
these actions in accordance with 50 CFR 402.14 (b)(1).  See
Appendix U.

382-015 Section 4.1.1.1 of the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B)
was amended to include a discussion of potential collisions
with power lines by marbled murrelets potentially flying up
river corridors.  Section 3.3.2 was revised to include marbled
murrelets as a species to be analyzed.

Section 3.3.2.1 of the Wildlife Technical Report was revised to
reflect the level of potential future habitat loss in the lower
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382-017

382-018

382-019

Cedar River Watershed and to discuss the potential impacts of
creating dispersal barriers for this species.  Although spotted owls
may use habitat in the lower Cedar River Watershed in the
future, it is not guaranteed.

The analysis of potential impacts from habitat fragmentation
within the Cedar River Watershed was expanded in Section
4.1.1.1 of the Wildlife Technical Report.

382-016 For safe and uninterrupted operation of the transmission line,
vegetation within the ROW is not allowed to grow above a
certain height.  Restrictions vary, however, depending on the
terrain, the type of vegetation, and growth rates.  It is BPA’s
intent to protect and maintain, as much as practicable,
vegetation in the ROW that will not interfere with the safe and
reliable operation of the line.  In some places, towers are sited
so that trees in canyons and along rivers can be maintained.  In
addition, long-term vegetation management on the ROWs
includes the promotion of low-growing plant communities on the
ROWs to “out compete” trees and tall-growing brush.

382-017 BPA contracted for a noxious weed survey in July 2001.  Six
noxious weed species were found within the Proposed Action
area, with three being so common that King County and the
Noxious Weed Program recognizes that control or eradication is
not economically feasible.  Most of the noxious weeds were
found on the more disturbed sites outside the Cedar River
Watershed.  During construction, BPA will follow the
recommendations in that report regarding preventative
measures such as educating the construction contractor to
identify and avoid infested areas, washing vehicles and
equipment prior to entry and upon moving to another location,
using certified weed-free materials brought onto the project
area, and reseeding disturbed areas.  Following construction,
BPA will follow standards and guidelines set forth for noxious
weeds as defined in the FEIS and Record of Decision for BPA
Transmission System Vegetation Management Program (BPA
2000). The Vegetation Management ROD can be found on the
Internet at www.efw.bpa.gov/cgi-bin/PSA/NEPA/SUMMARIES/
VegetationManagement_EIS0285.   See also Appendix K of the
SDEIS.  BPA and SPU are drafting an agreement that addresses
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382-020

382-022

382-023

382-025

382-024

382-026

vegetation management of target species, including weeds,
within the CRW.

382-018 In response to comments received about the range of
alternatives analyzed in the DEIS, BPA analyzed five additional
alternatives in the SDEIS that would avoid construction in the
Cedar River Watershed.

382-019 Please see the responses to Comments 340-003 and 382-018.

BPA stated that the line could not be taken out of service long
enough to be rebuilt.  This is one of the main lines BPA relies
on to carry power for the Seattle area when the existing Raver-
Echo Lake line is forced out of service.  Without the Covington-
Maple Valley line, load in the Seattle area and/or Treaty return
for Canada may have to be curtailed for the time period the line
is out to be rebuilt.  BPA has reevaluated and as a result included
Alternative A, which uses the Covington-Maple Valley line
corridor in the SDEIS.

The existing Raver-Echo Lake line (formerly the Raver-Monroe
line) was built in the early 1970s.  This line has been sufficient
for system load purposes for the last 30 years.  The addition of
the second line will more than triple the power carrying
capability of the two lines because each line will be more
effective in backing up the loss of the other line and should
therefore provide another 30 to 50 years of load serving
capability.

382-020 See response to Comment 382-018.

382-021 Please see response to Comment 349-001.

382-022 Please see response to Comment 382-012.

382-023 BPA has no information on where the staging area(s) would be
located at this time.  The selection of staging areas would be at
the discretion of the contractor and would be approved by the
landowner.  No staging areas would be in the Cedar River
Watershed.

382-024 Erosion impacts and riparian clearing are assessed in Section
4.1 of the Fisheries Technical Report (Appendix A).  Site-
specific stream data are in Appendix A of the Fisheries
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382-034

382-027

382-028

382-031

382-030

382-032

382-029

382-033

Technical Report.  Data do not indicate that detailed analysis of
Type 4 and 5 streams would substantively alter the findings of the
analysis. The effects of the Proposed Action on such streams
would be approximately the same as the effects on Type 3 fish-
bearing streams, and those effects are detailed in Section 4.0 of
the Fisheries Technical Report.

382-025 Please see response to Comments 378-005 and 382-012.

382-026 BPA agrees that the proposed project has potentially significant
impacts.  That is why we immediately proceeded to produce
an EIS rather than an Environmental Assessment.  However, we
intend to mitigate any potentially significant impacts to a level
below significance because we believe doing so is in the public
interest.  We disagree that it is improper to use relative terms
such as “low, medium or high” to discuss the nature of the
impacts.  We believe making these assessments helps the public
and decision-maker to be better informed concerning the
nature of the various impacts upon the environment.

382-027 BPA hired a team of consultants to assist the agency develop
technical study reports that the agency used to write the DEIS
and the SDEIS.  Subsequently, BPA needed to survey the
Proposed Action before the tower sites could be located and
access/spur roads identified to reach these facilities.  Following
the survey, BPA identified where the wetlands were, and sited
the proposed towers to avoid these sensitive areas.  While it is
true that our biological assessment contained the proposed
tower site and access/spur road locations and was printed a short
time after the DEIS, this information was not available at the time
the DEIS was written.  Additional information is in the SDEIS.

382-028 Chapter 2 of the SDEIS describes the alternatives considered to
meet the need, and summarizes how the environmental
consequences differ among alternatives.  More detailed
information is presented in Chapters 3, Affected Environment,
and Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences.

382-029 Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, identifies the impacts
of the Proposed Action and alternatives.
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382-036

382-037

382-039

382-038

382-040

382-041

382-042

382-030 Please see response to Comment 382-012.

382-031 Section 5.10 of the SDEIS addresses the Coastal Zone
Management Act.  The information shows that BPA is, to the
extent practicable, consistent with all federal, state and local
government plans and programs, including the City of Seattle’s
recently adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).

With respect to the King County Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Ordinance, Chapter 21A.24 of the King County Code, BPA is
consistent to the extent that it can be.  The proposed power line
and access/spur roads were sited to avoid impacting sensitive
areas.  All are located on uplands.  Where sensitive areas could
not be avoided, i.e., conversion of forested wetlands to scrub/
shrub wetlands within the proposed right-of-way, the impact
would be minimized by undertaking hand clearing, and either
leaving the vegetation removed within the right-of-way as
wildlife habitat, or removing it by sky crane or helicopter to
avoid ground disturbance to the wetlands, and avoid fuel loading
within the right-of-way.  Additionally, BPA would be providing
compensatory mitigation as required by the King County Code
to mitigate for altering these wetlands.  With respect to the
Shoreline Management provisions of the King County Code,
BPA’s proposed project would not be considered to be directly
affecting the coastal zone.  Although the proposed transmission
line would cross two Class 1 Streams, the Cedar and Raging
rivers, which are governed by the Shoreline Management Act,
no ground disturbing activities would be undertaken within 200
feet of these waterbodies.

382-032 Please see Section 5.2 of the SDEIS for a complete description of
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA
Fisheries on threatened and endangered species.  See also
response to Comments 377-001, 382-014, 394-010, 394-088,
400-001, and 411-013.

382-033 The DEIS (Pages 5-16) stated that the HCP covers only actions by
the City of Seattle, and that activities undertaken by other
agencies are not addressed by the HCP, and therefore, require
separate reviews by FWS and NMFS.  Furthermore, the DEIS
stated that BPA is consulting with both FWS and NMFS to ensure
compliance with the Endangered Species Act.
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It is unlikely that the City of Seattle will be required to modify its
HCP as a result of BPA’s project.

While BPA is not requesting any changes to the HCP, BPA has
purchased or will fund the purchase of land to provide
compensatory mitigation to replace spotted owl habitat as well as
to compensate for the conversion of forested wetlands to scrub/
shrub as a result of project.  See response to Comment 340-002.

While we recognize that the proposed project crosses the City
of Seattle’s CRW, we do not believe it will seriously interfere
with the purpose or objectives of the HCP that Seattle Public
Utilities recently adopted.  While admittedly the project will
have some adverse impacts, the proposed alternatives represent
the least-damaging routes that could be identified.  For example,
impact to wetlands and cultural resources were avoided to the
maximum extent practical. Additionally, BPA intends to mitigate
for any adverse impacts resulting from project implementation in
a manner consistent with the HCP purposes, and which will, in
effect, keep the HCP whole.

382-034 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

382-035 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

382-036 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

382-037 BPA would be altering habitat on the CRW from a forested
habitat to a non-forested habitat over the 5 mile right-of-way
within the CRW.  BPA has purchased land to offer as
compensatory mitigation for the forested habitat that would be
converted to a non-forest use.  Please see response to Comment
340-002.

382-038 The 135-ft tall tower referred to in the EIS is an average based
on past experience with 500-kV towers.  The actual height of
the towers would be determined during the design phase of the
project.  The towers flanking the Raging River will be sized to
minimize clearing in riparian habitat.  BPA is using double-
circuit towers on the Cedar River crossing to eliminate clearing
near the river.
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382-039 BPA would be building access/spur roads outside of the cleared
right-of-way only to avoid sensitive areas such as wetlands and
their buffer areas.  With regard to eliminating the need to access
tower sites, BPA cannot do so.  BPA needs access to each tower
site to construct, operate and maintain the transmission system in
a safe and reliable manner.  BPA will specify that helicopter
construction techniques be used for this project if BPA decides
to build the transmission line.

BPA has no authority to eliminate roads in the Cedar River
Watershed.  Seattle Public Utilities owns all roads within its
property boundaries.  BPA holds easement rights across some of
these roads.

382-040 Please see response to Comment 340-004.  Topping is not a
recommended alternative to tree removal and should only be
used if there are no other alternatives.

382-041 Comment noted.  As a result of this and another comment, BPA
has requested that the tower steel manufacture not dip the
tower steel in a solution of sodium dichromate prior to
shipment.  Sodium dichromate is commonly used on tower
steel following the galvanizing process to prevent white rust
from forming on the tower steel during shipment.  This material
is water soluble, and would add a short-term pollutant to the
Watershed.  BPA thanks the commenter for the comment.

382-042 In response to comments, the SDEIS includes more information
about these topics. BPA has initiated formal consultation with the
USFWS and has concluded informal consultation with NMFS.
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383-001 Please see responses to Comment Letter 361.

383-001
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383-002 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

383-002
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384-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

384-002 See response to Comment Letter 361.

384-003 See response to Comment Letter 361.

384-001

384-002

384-003
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385-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

385-002 BPA would not be filling any wetlands. See response to
Comment 340-002.

385-003 Please see responses to Comments 350-003 and 357-003.

385-001

385-002

385-003
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386-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

386-002 Please see response to Comments 340-002 and 357-003.

386-001

386-002
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387-001 Please see response to Comment 386.

387-001
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388-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

388-002 See response to Comment 340-002.  The SDEIS identified the
impacts of the Proposed Action and the impacts of the
alternatives to the Proposed Action, including the No Action
Alternative.  The Administrator of BPA will use the SDEIS and the
Final EIS to make a decision on the Proposed Action.

388-001

388-002
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389-001 Please see response to Comment 382-018.

389-001

391-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

391-001



C
hapter 2 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - D

EIS

2-173

392-001 Please see the response to Comment Letter 361.

392-001
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393-001 Please see the response to Comment Letter 361.

393-001
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396-001

396-001 Please see responses to Comment Letter 361.
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397-001 BPA is proposing to construct a new 500-kV line immediately
adjacent to the existing 500-kV line from near the tap point to
the Echo Lake Substation.  Paralleling the existing 500-kV line
would take advantage of the existing access road system already
in place, and also the clearing that has taken place for the
existing line.  The reason that the second line could not be
located within the same 150-foot wide right-of-way is that it
would violate BPA design standards.  Right-of-way widths are
established to ensure safe, reliable operation of the lines.  The
existing 500-kV line is located in the center of the 150-foot-wide
right-of-way.  The proposed line also would be located in the
center of a 150-foot-wide right-of-way; therefore if the line
were built the two lines would be 150 feet apart.  This is the
minimum distance that the two lines could be operated safely
and reliably.  Section 2.3.8 of the SDEIS examines use of double-
circuit towers.  Also see responses to Comments 426-002 and
1459-009.

A non-transmission alternative that included conservation has
been fully analyzed in the SDEIS.  See Section 2.2.9 and
Appendix J of the SDEIS.
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399-001

399-001 Please see responses to Comment Letter 361.

399-002 Please see SDEIS for more information about cumulative
impacts.

399-002
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400-001 BPA agrees that the Cedar River Watershed is a very valuable
water source and wildlife resource, and that any intrusions into
the area should not occur lightly, or without good cause.  The
DEIS and SDEIS was sent to both USFWS and NMFS, who were
invited to comment on the proposed transmission line.  We have
initiated formal consultation with USFWS and have concluded
informal consultation with NMFS.  See Appendix U.

The HCP is a plan that SPU had to prepare to build the
Landsburg fish ladder and return chinook salmon to the upper
Cedar River.  It is a plan that was entered into between the
landowner, Seattle Public Utilities, two state agencies,
Washington State Department of Ecology and the State
Department of Health, and the two federal agencies that have
responsibilities under the Endangered species Act, the Fish and
Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service.  As a
federal agency, BPA does not prepare habitat conservation
plans (HCPs), but instead is coordinating with these federal
agencies under Section 7 consultation.

While SPU’s HCP is not applicable to BPA’s activities, BPA is
subject to the Coastal Zone Management Act, which requires
federal agencies to be consistent, to the extent practicable, with
all applicable local, state and federal plans and programs in
exercising its mission as the federal power marketing agency in
the Northwest.

BPA contacted NMFS and USFWS earlier on in the project to
request their participation as “cooperating agencies” under the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended.  Both
agencies declined.  Subsequently, in early summer 2001, BPA
prepared a biological assessment that identified what impacts, if
any, would be created for listed and candidate species, as a
result of the proposed project.  BPA subsequently prepared an
addendum to the BA, submitting additional information
requested by FWS after receiving a letter from them stating that
it could not concur in BPA’s finding of no affect on the
northern spotted owl, and requested that BPA enter into formal
consultation with the agency.  NMFS subsequently concluded
that since the Proposed Action incorporates avoidance and
minimization measures into the project, the agency can expect
the effects of the action “to be discountable or insignificant.”
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400-002

Therefore, NMFS concurred with BPA’s effect determination of
“may affect, but not likely to adversely affect” for the Puget
Sound Chinook and their designated critical habitat.  BPA has,
therefore, concluded informal consultation with NMFS.

BPA has entered into formal consultation with the FWS.  BPA
will conclude this formal consultation with the agency prior to
initiating any construction activities.

400-002 Please see response to Comment 409-002.

400-003 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

400-004 See response to Comment 340-002.

With respect to the road issue, BPA would be building about 1-
1/2 miles of new road within the Cedar River Municipal
Watershed to build, operate and maintain the line.  About half a
mile of road in the CRW that crosses wetlands would be
removed from service.  Although BPA would be acquiring the
rights to build these roads, it would have no authority to
abandon any existing roads within the Cedar River Watershed,
outside of those that it presently uses to operate and maintain
the existing Raver-Echo Lake 500-kV line located there.

400-005 Please see response to Comment 357-003.

400-004

400-005

400-003
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401-001 The existing Raver-Echo Lake 500-kV Transmission Line is
located on a 150-foot-wide right-of-way, the same width as
the proposed right-of-way.
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402-001

402-001 The proposed project would begin at the tap point at the
southern end of the project and terminate at Echo Lake
Substation, about a mile and a half south of I-90.  The
proposed line would not be located on the north face of
Taylor Mountain; therefore, it would not be visible to
travelers on I-90.

402-002 Please see the response to Comment 340-003. BPA will
encourage low-growing vegetation in the right-of-way.  BPA is
proposing to use a “stable tree” criteria for identification of
danger trees that would allow more trees to be left near the
right-of-way.  See Section 2.1.1.4 of the SDEIS.

402-003 and -004   Please see response to Comment 340-002.

402-002

402-003
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402-005

402-006

402-007

402-005 In response to this and similar comments from government
agencies, BPA is proposing to provide compensatory
mitigation to offset impacts as a result of the Proposed Action.
Please see response to Comment 340-002.

402-006 Please see response to Comment 340-004.

402-007 Comment noted.
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403-001

403-001 With respect to the comment that the commenter strongly
disapproves of the proposal to construct the power line
through the Cedar and Raging River watersheds, this
comment is noted.

BPA is also concerned about the impacts of the proposed project
on both the natural and human environment including impacts
on fish and wildlife.  Our SDEIS identified the impacts of the
Proposed Action, and alternatives on the fisheries and wildlife
resources (see Sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the SDEIS), and has also
identified mitigation measures that would eliminate or at least
minimize impacts identified.

We do not expect that any pollutants would enter surface waters
as a result of the proposed project.  BPA will comply with the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, and develop a
storm water pollution prevention plan, prior to the onset of any
construction activities.  BPA will construct erosion control
devices to prevent any sediment from entering surface waters,
as required by the Clean Water Act, and the general permit
issued by the state of Washington, Department of Ecology.  To
ensure that no pollutants enter ground water, BPA will leave the
erosion control measures in place until the site is 70 percent
stabilized, as required by the permit.  Additionally, all disturbed
areas would be reseeded following the completion of
construction activities to reduce erosion.

403-002 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

403-002
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404-001 See response to Comment 349-001.

404-002 The Proposed Action would be next to an existing corridor.

404-003 See response to Comment 357-003.

404-004 See response to Comment 340-002.

404-005 Comments noted.  BPA does its best to notify all those who
would either be affected by or interested in the Proposed
Action.  It does so early on after the system planners have
identified a need.  The comment period was extended
from August 15th to September 4th, 2001.  BPA tries to
address all comments received even those submitted after
the “official” review period has ended, to the extent
possible.

404-005

404-002

404-001

404-004
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406-001 Comment noted.  BPA has purchased a 352-acre parcel
formerly owned by the Trust for Public Land.  This parcel is
located immediately adjacent to and north of the Cedar
River Municipal Watershed.  The proposed power line
would bisect the parcel.  See also the response to Comment
340-002.

406-001
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407-001 Comment noted.

407-001
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408-001 Comment noted.

408-002 Comment noted.

408-003 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

408-003

408-001

408-002
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410-001, -002, and -003   Comments noted.

410-003

410-001

410-002
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412-001 Comment noted.  Though BPA’s Proposed Action would cross
through the Cedar River Municipal Watershed, BPA does not
believe that this line is a threat to the Watershed.  BPA is
undertaking extraordinary measures to ensure that it does not,
threaten the watershed, including providing compensatory
mitigation to replace that forest habitat that would be
converted to non-forest habitat following project
implementation.  See response to Comment 340-002.

412-001

414-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

414-001
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415-001

415-001 Comment noted.
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416-001

416-001 and -002   Please see new information included in the SDEIS
and the response to Comment 382-018.

416-002
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417-001

417-001 Comment noted.

418-001

418-001 Comment noted.
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419-001

419-001 Comment noted.

420-001

420-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

420-002 See response to Comment 340-002.

420-003 See response to Comment 357-003.

420-002
420-003
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421-001 The Cedar River Municipal Watershed HCP does not disallow
logging, only commercial logging.  BPA is in the business of
transmitting electricity.  Clearing of rights-of-way to safely
construct, operate and maintain high voltage transmission lines is
incidental to the delivery of electric power.  Furthermore, the
City’s HCP is between the City of Seattle and the other
signatories of the HCP, NMFS and the USFWS.  BPA has
concluded informal consultation with NMFS and has initiated
formal consultation with the USFWS to meet the requirements of
the Endangered Species Act of 1972.

BPA is proposing an insurance package to ensure protection of
the CRW.
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422-001

422-001 Please see response to Comment 382-018.

422-002 Yes.  Seattle Public Utilities has stated that should BPA’s project
cause a violation of the water quality as a result of the Proposed
Action, then BPA should be responsible to construct a water
filtration plant for the City of Seattle.  See also response to
Comment 420-002.

422-003 You may call Phil Park (604) 293-5857 of BC Hydro.

422-002

422-003

423-001 Please see the responses to Comments 339-001 and
340-003.

423-001
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424-001 Please see the responses to Comments 339-001 and
340-003.

424-001
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425-001 Comment noted.

425-002 Please see response to Comment 382-018.

425-001

425-002
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426-001 BPA would guard against any sediment from reaching surface
waters within the Cedar River Municipal Watershed.  BPA
would undertake erosion control measures to ensure against
siltation of surface waters, and therefore, BPA does not
anticipate that any pollutants would affect the water quality
of the Cedar River Municipal Watershed.

426-002 While NERC reliability criteria does not allow both of these lines
(existing Raver-Echo Lake line and the proposed Kangley-Echo
Lake line) to be strung from a single set of towers, siting the
transmission lines adjacent to each other is permitted.  Outage
of two adjacent lines is much less likely than outages of both
lines on a double-circuit tower.  See also Section 2.3.8 of the
SDEIS and the responses to Comment 1459-009.  See public
meeting Comment 20 for a description of NERC)

BPA transmission lines are designed to handle high winds and
ice loading, so any single weather related event would unlikely
result in the loss of both lines.  BPA has looked at the expected
common mode outage rate of two 500-kV lines on adjacent
towers in this region �and has found that exposure to be
acceptable.

BPA is concerned about security and takes precautions
throughout the transmission system.

426-001

426-002
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427-001 Comment noted.

427-002 Comment noted.

427-001

427-002
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428-001 Please see response to Comment 382-018.

428-002 See response to Comment 349-001.

428-003 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

428-001

428-002

428-003
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429-001 Comment noted.

429-001
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430-001 Comment noted.

430-002 Please see response to Comment 382-018.

430-003 See response to Comment 340-002.

430-001

430-002

430-003
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431-001 Comment noted.

431-002 See response to Comment 349-001.

431-003 Additional information on the alternatives has been included in
the SDEIS.

431-004 Please see response to Comment 382-006.

431-001

432-001

432-002

431-002
431-003
431-004

432-001 Comment noted.

432-002 If another line is needed across the Cascade Mountains, it would
likely be needed north of Seattle in the Monroe area.  BPA has
identified that another cross-mountain 500-kV line would be
necessary after about 2010, but has not done a more extensive
siting evaluation.




